The contemporary normative model of sexual/ love relationships assumes a teleology in which some time after getting together two people instantiate their state of coupledom by moving in together. As a consequence, those who do not cohabit with a partner are generally thought not to be coupled. Social researchers have largely shared this understanding of intimate relationships, operating with a tripartite model of relationships in which people are single, cohabiting or married. This paper seeks to unpick the assumed contiguity of coupledom and cohabitation, and to deconstruct the category of 'single'. It draws on data from an intensive investigation of the relationship experiences, practices and values of people who are not living with a partner. It starts with a discussion of the prevalence of not living with a partner, offering a commentary on recent demographic data and quantitative research. It then sets out the methodology used in research, and describes the sample, before exploring the diverse practices of partnership and orientations towards (non) cohabitation of those interviewees who were in non-residential couple relationships. Three main orientations are identified amongst the partnered (living apart together, or LAT) interviewees: living apart regretfully; living apart gladly and living apart undecidedly. The individual and relational contexts of these orientations are then discussed.
Introduction

1.1
Whilst there has been an explosion of sociological research exploring the proposition that there has been a "transformation of intimacy" (Giddens, 1992) in western societies, sociologists have paid little explicit attention to those who are living outside conventional coupledom. One of the most significant, yet largely unremarked upon, changes in personal life of recent years has been the rise in the number of people who do not live with a partner. With the decline in the popularity of marriage and the rise in heterosexual cohabitation, being recognized as a couple no longer requires marriage, but instead coupledom has come to be marked by cohabitation. Since cohabitation has become almost completely normalized (Ermisch and Francesconi, 2000) and morally acceptable (Lewis, 2001; Jamieson et al, 2002; Duncan, Barlow and James, 2005) , both as an alternative and sequential to marriage (Lewis, 2001) , the dominant normative model of relationships now assumes a teleology in which some time after getting together two people instantiate their state of coupledom by moving in together. As a consequence, those who do not cohabit with a partner are generally thought not to be coupled. Social researchers have largely shared this understanding of intimate relationships, operating with a tripartite model of relationships in which people are single, cohabiting or married.
1.2
This paper seeks to unpick the assumed contiguity of coupledom and cohabitation, and in so doing, it deconstructs the category of "single". It draws on data from an intensive investigation (Sayer, 1992) of the relationship experiences, practices and values of people who are not living with a partner. Previous research has approached this population in terms of distinct groupings -single people, people living alone, lone parents, those living in shared households, and, most recently, couples "living apart together". In contrast, the research reported here encompasses people in all of these groupings. The paper starts with a discussion of the prevalence of not living with a partner, offering a commentary on recent demographic data and quantitative research. It then sets out the methodology used in the research, and describes the sample, before exploring the diverse practices of partnership and orientations towards (non) cohabitation of those interviewees who were in non-residential couple relationships. The individual and relational contexts of these orientations are then discussed.
The Prevalence of Not Living with a Partner
2.1 Alongside the decline in the popularity of marriage and the increase in heterosexual cohabitation since the 1970s (Ermisch and Francesconi, 2000) , not living with a partner has also become more common. In the UK in 1979 19% of people [1] did not live with a partner, rising to 29% by 2004 (Table 1) , and in 1979 34% of households did not contain a (heterosexual) couple, rising to 44% of households by 2004 (Table 2 ) (GHS, 2004) . [2] In order to unpack this rise in the proportion of people living without a co-resident partner, we need to look at statistics on a number of dimensions of change: solo living, singleness and nonresidential partnerships. Table 1 . Percentage of people [3] living in different types of household: 1979 and 2004 Married or cohabiting couple [4] 
Solo Living
2.2 Across Europe, from the early 1970s onwards, there has been a significant, and new, trend away from family households towards one-person households (Hall, Ogden and Hill, 1997) . This trend is the result both of compositional changes in the population -increasing numbers of people divorcing or never marrying and of elderly people -and an increasing propensity to live alone, especially amongst young people (Hall et al, 1997) . [5] In Britain the proportion of one person households has risen from 17% in 1971 to 31% in 2004, and the proportion of people over 16 living alone has risen from 9% in 1973 to 17% in 2004. As Table 3 shows, the proportionate increase in solo living is greatest in the 25-44 age group. This is particularly interesting as it is this age group which, according to dominant norms about family and personal life -hetero-norms -might be most expected to be living in a couple, and having children. 3.1 If we turn to research on "singleness", as opposed to solo living, we find considerable confusion about the meaning of the category. In registration data and traditional usage "single" refers to marital status -the condition of never having been married -and it therefore includes those who are cohabiting outside marriage. Recently, however, in response to the normalization of heterosexual cohabitation, many researchers, including those responsible for large scale data sets such as the General Household Survey (GHS) and the British Household Panel Survey (BHPS), have redefined the category in terms of "partnership status" rather than marital status. Assuming that there are basically three relationship options, partnership, in the form of marriage or cohabitation, or "remaining single" [6] , they operationalize singleness as the state of being "unpartnered", where partnership is equated with co-residence. [7] An example of this shift in the meaning of singleness is seen in Trimberger's (2005) qualitative study of middle class single women in the US. In her first round of interviews she defined as single anyone who was not married (i.e. in terms of marital status), but seven to nine years later, in the second interviews, she defined as single those who were not currently cohabiting or married (i.e. in terms of current partnership status). Whilst the former usage seems clearly outdated in terms of contemporary relationship mores, the latter definition of singleness as remainder is also problematic, because of its conflation of partnership and co-residence. I would suggest that those who are currently generally designated as "single" by most researchers are more accurately understood as "not living with a partner".
3.2
This means that research that reports an "increasing incidence of singleness" (Simpson, 2005) and a "postponement of partnership" (Kiernan, 1999; Ermisch and Francesconi, 2000; Berrington, 2003) actually addresses the increase in the numbers of people who are not living with a partner. So, for instance, Ermisch and Francesconi's (2000) analysis of BHPS data shows that 25% of women in the 1950-62 birth cohort were not living with a partner at the age of 24, rising to 44% at the same age amongst the 1963-76 cohort, and 40% of men were not living with a partner at the age of 26 in the older cohort, compared with 48% amongst the younger cohort.
Non Residential Relationships 4.1 Whilst sex researchers have long recognized that sexual couplings are not confined to the domestic sphere, it is only relatively recently that sociologists of personal life have begun to recognize that not living with a partner does not necessarily mean not having a partner. A number of different terms have been used to describe the range of non-cohabiting relationships: from the early notion of "commuter marriage" (Gerstel and Gross, 1984; Winfield, 1985) , to "weekend couples" (Kim, 2001) , "distance relationships" (Holmes, 2004 (Holmes, , 2006 and, the term which is now gaining acceptance in international sociological and demographic literatures, "living apart together", or "LAT", relationships (Winfield, 1985; Levin and Trost, 1999; Ermisch, 2000; Gierveld and Peeters, 2003; Gierveld, 2004; Levin, 2004) .
4.2
Researchers are generally keen to distinguish non residential partnerships which are "steady" (Ermisch, 2000, Milan and Peters, 2003) or "regular" (Haskey, 2005) from relationships which are more transitory and less committed. Thus, the 1998 BHPS, which was the first national study in Britain to examine non residential relationships, asked the following question: "Do you have a steady relationship with a male or female friend whom you think of as your 'partner', even though you are not living together?" (Ermisch, 2000) . [8] In response to this question, 34% of men and 42% of women who were never married, childless and under 35 identified themselves as in non-residential relationships. When relationships of less than 6 months duration were excluded, one third of never married childless women were found to be in non-residential relationships, two-fifths of which were over two years in duration. Haskey (2005) , reporting the findings of the first Office for National Statistics study of non-residential relationships, conducted via the Omnibus Survey (2002-3), seeks to differentiate the population of those who have a partner who usually lives elsewhere from the more committed group who are "living apart together". He defines a LAT relationship as: "a relationship, which is understood to include a sexual relationship, between partners who have their own separate address. That is, they usually live at different addresses to each other but they regard themselves as a couple and are recognized as such by others. [….] LAT is, in one respect, similar to co-residential cohabitation in so far as friends and relatives know and accept the relationship. There is also the understanding that, as with cohabitation, LAT is generally viewed as monogamous in nature and an arrangement that is more than a temporary, fleeting, or casual relationship" (Haskey, 2005:36) 4.4 Because a relatively large number of teenagers and young people who were still living in their parental home answered in the affirmative to the question "Do you currently have a regular partner?", which was asked of everyone who was not married and living with their spouse, or who was not cohabiting, a more restrictive definition of living apart together was constructed for the Omnibus Survey. This excludes both those who are the children of the household reference person [9] and full-time students, on the grounds that their relationships are more likely to be temporary and they are less able to make a conscious decision about co-residence (Haskey, 2005:43) . So, of the 32% of the men and 34% of the women aged between 16 and 59 who are not married or cohabiting who have a non residential partner, about two-fifths are children living with their parents, and only about half are described as living apart together. This translates into an estimate that around four million people in Britain (between 1.7 and 2.1 million men and 1.8 and 2.3 million women) in this age group have a partner living elsewhere, and that approximately two million people are in LAT relationships (according to the more restrictive definition) (0.9 million men and 1.2 million women). So, whilst both the BHPS research and the Omnibus Survey found that non-residential partnerships are most common amongst younger adults, they are not just a phenomenon of youth, as is shown by Table 4 . [10] Indeed, there is roughly the same number of people in non-residential partnerships as are cohabiting. Whilst time series data are not yet available, it seems highly probable, as the numbers of people living alone, divorcing, and not marrying at all are rising, that so too are the numbers in non-residential relationships. [11] 4.5 So, taken together, there is now a powerful body of statistical evidence which suggests that more people in Britain are living longer periods of their lives not just outside marriage and the conventional family, but also outside a co-residential partnership. Very little, however, is known about the meanings that are attributed to living without a co-resident partner by those who do this, and it is to this that I now turn. [12] The project involved two phases of data collection. [13] In the first phase, in-depth narrative interviews, lasting between one and a half and two and a half hours, were carried out with 51 [14] people aged between 25 and 60 years old who did not live with a partner. [15] This was followed by second interviews, also in-depth and narrative in orientation, with 24 [16] of the sample, approximately eighteen months to two years later, which introduced a longitudinal dimension into the research. [17] 5.2 Interviewees were drawn from three localities which Simon Duncan and Darren Smith's (2002) analysis of the geography of family and gender formations identify as significantly different in terms of patterns of household and family form, and in gender and family cultures. [18] The localities, all in northern England, were:
4.3
Inner city Leeds: a multi-ethnic urban area characterised by a diversity of gender and family practices, a higher than average proportion of women in the labour force, and a relatively large number of single person and non-couple households; Barnsley: a de-industrialized, former coal-mining town, which is more conventional in terms of gender and family relations and traditional in terms of household form; and Hebden Bridge: a small town in which alternative middle class, "down-shifted" lifestyles and sexual non-conformity are common, and where there is a significant lesbian population.
5.3
Within these areas interviewees were found by a range of means: they responded to adverts calling for participants placed on community notice boards in shops and cafes, in local newspapers and workplace newsletters, and to leaflets which were distributed via GPs' surgeries, self-help and support groups, through adult and further education classes, and hair salons. [19] Some, particularly the lesbian and gay interviewees, were also recruited by snowballing from existing contacts in each of the localities.
5.4
The research sought not to assume in advance which relationships mattered to people, and was designed to elicit narratives of personal life, relationships and experiences of giving and receiving care in which, as much as possible, the interviewee's own meanings and values would be articulated. We began each interview with a "relationship mapping" exercise, in which participants were asked to write the names of everyone whom they felt was significant to them within a series of concentric circles, indicating the nature of the relationship by the use of different coloured pens, and the degree of closeness felt by their proximity to the centre of the circle. This map was then used as a resource during the interview, to ensure that all of the interviewee's significant relationships were discussed. The interview method itself was influenced by Wendy Hollway and Tony Jefferson's (2000) work on the free association narrative interview. Following their suggestion, we used of a relatively small number of open-ended questions, (along the lines of, "can you tell me about…?"), formulated around our main points of interest, in order to give the interviewees time and space to construct their own stories within which meaning and values gradually unfold.
5.5 I then carried out three main modes of analysis of the data thus gathered: (i) a simple quantitative analysis of "who matters" according to the relationship maps; (ii) a conventionally sociological crosssectional thematic analysis, (using a qualitative data analysis package -NVivo), which read across the data set for dominant themes and patterns; and (iii) an in-depth psycho-social analysis of individual cases. [20] Whilst this paper is informed by all three modes of analysis, what is presented is mostly derived from the second.
Description of the Sample
6.1
The interviewees were selected to include, as far as was possible within the localities, a spread of ages and sexualities: the sample comprised 23 men and 28 women; 24 had children, 27 did not; 46 were white and 5 African Caribbean; 17 were heterosexual men, 19 were heterosexual women, 7 were gay men and 8 were lesbians; and 30 lived alone, 11 with their children and the rest in shared housing (7 in households of two or more unrelated adults, 2 in households of two or more unrelated adults and their children, and 1 with an elderly parent) (see Table 5 ).
Table 5. Characteristics of Interviewees (at first interview)
6.2 In terms of socio-economic status, the interviewees can be classified thus: 17 were in managerial or professional occupations, 14 in intermediate occupations, 7 were in routine and manual occupations, 12 were in receipt of benefits (unemployment/ incapacity etc) and 2 were full-time students (see Table 6 ). [21] The interviewees were, as a group, highly educated; 30 were graduates, of whom 15 also had higher degrees and 4 graduate certificates or diplomas, with the more educated clustered in Leeds, and those with lower level qualifications in Barnsley.
6.3
It should be noted that no claims as to the representativeness of the sample are being made. The interviewees as a group were employed in higher level jobs and were better educated than the population at large, although they were also by no means exclusively middle class and university educated. Hall, Ogden and Hill's (1997) research on one person households in England between 1971 and 1991 does, however, suggest that those who live alone (the largest group of those who are not in co-residential partnerships) are skewed towards the higher socio-economic groups. This is particularly so for women. Hall et al (1997) also note that both men and women living alone have higher unemployment rates and are more likely to be described as permanently sick than the population at large. Thus, they conclude, there seems "to be much greater polarization among those living alone between those employed and unemployed, and those permanently sick or well, than in the total population " (1997:172) . This casts a favourable light on the sample, suggesting that the skewing towards higher social classes, and the relatively large numbers in receipt of benefits might mirror the wider population of those who are not living with a partner.
Diverse Practices of Partnership
7.1 Because they did not live with a partner, the people interviewed in this research would, as I have suggested above, be considered by many social researchers to be single. However, the relationship maps they produced and the stories they told in interview suggested that many were engaged in a range of sexual/ love relationship practices which are not captured by the conventional tripartite categories of single/ married/ cohabiting. Just over half (26) of the first round interviewees were not in a sexual/ love relationship at the time of interview [22] , whilst 25 were engaged in some form of sexual/ love relationship. [23] This former group might reasonably be referred to as "single", and remain largely outside the scope of this paper. The latter group, on whom I focus in the paper, I will refer to as "partnered", because they all reporting having a sexual/ love partner.
7.2
A close analysis of the interviews suggests that amongst the partnered interviewees there was considerable variation in terms of relationship practices and mentalities. [24] If we seek to distinguish between those in "steady" or "regular" non residential partnerships and those whose relationships are more transitory or casual as Haskey (2005) and other researchers have done, we find that 22 were involved in some form of "couple" relationship (whom I will refer to as "coupled"), in which there was a sense of an ongoing entity composed of two parties and a degree of recognition of this from others. Three of the 25 were engaged in casual sexual partnerships (the "casually partnered") and did not have such a sense of ongoing commitment to each other. [25] It is this former group -the coupled -whom Haskey (2005) would describe as engaged in LAT relationships because "they usually live at different addresses to each other but they regard themselves as a couple and are recognized as such by others" (Haskey, 2005:36) . These relationships ranged in duration from a few weeks to 18 years at the time of first interview, with the majority of them over a year old (see table below). Table 6 . Duration of couple relationship (at 1 st interview) 7.3 Of the nine coupled interviewees who were interviewed twice, four had split up with their partners in the eighteen months to two years between interviews. At the time of re-interview, seven of the nine were coupled, two with new partners, one was single, and one was engaged in a casual partnership. None had moved in with their partner.
7.
4 Surprisingly, given the emphasis on "commuting" (Gerstel and Gross, 1984; Winfield, 1985) and "distance" (Holmes, 2004) in previous research on non-residential relationships, the majority of nonresidential relationships reported in the research were between people living in the same locality. Sixteen of the first round interviewees were involved with partners who lived in the same town or city, with three in relationships with people who lived approximately an hour away, and seven were in long distance relationships with partners who lived over two hundred miles away, three of whom were overseas. [26] Whereas those in local relationships were diverse in terms of socio-economic status and the localities in which they lived, the "long distance lovers" were a much more homogeneous group. All of those in long distance relationships had higher degrees, all but one of them lived in Leeds, with the other living in Hebden Bridge, all but one were in professional or managerial occupations, and four of them were academics. This resonates with research which suggests that dual career, high skilled professional couples, and particularly academics, are often involved in long distance relationships (Gerstel and Gross, 1984; Green, 1997; Holmes, 2004) . However, the predominance of relationships being between people living in the same locality is an important finding which raises questions about the explanatory status accorded to the exigencies of employment in previous discussions of non-residential relationships.
Orientations towards (Non)Cohabitation 8.1 Levin (2004) , who has conducted the largest qualitative study of LAT relationships amongst adults, divided her Norwegian and Swedish sample of 100 into two groups, on the basis of attitudes towards their non-cohabitation: those who would have liked to live together but had decided not to, and those who would not live together even if they could. The former group was composed of those who chose not to cohabit because of a sense of responsibility to care for others (particularly children, but also elderly or disabled parents), who would be disturbed if the partners decided to move in together, along with those who worked or studied in different places and did not wish to relinquish either their individual careers or the relationship. The latter group contained those who had previously been married or had cohabited, and did not want to find themselves facing another painful separation, a group of retired people who do not wish to disrupt their
8.2
The interviewees in my research cannot be categorized dichotomously in terms of the two groups suggested by Levin. Rather, their orientations towards cohabitation suggested three groups: a small group who wished to live with their partner but who had decided not to (the regretfully apart); a larger group who were clear that they did not want to live with their partner (the gladly apart); and the largest group who had not made an explicit decision about the issue (the undecidedly apart). Perhaps because, unlike Levin's sample, they had not volunteered to take part in the study self-identifying as in LAT relationships, the interviewees in my research were less likely to have engaged in conscious decision-making about the noncohabiting dimension of their relationships than Levin's subjects. There were no interviewees who, as in Levin's (2004) research, said that they unambiguously wished to cohabit but did not do so because of caring responsibilities.
The Regretfully Apart
8.3
The small group of three who were regretful about not living with their partners had all previously cohabited with their current partners. Two of them, both academics with higher degrees, had actively decided to move apart for career reasons; for these "dual career couples", like those studied by Gerstel and Gross (1984) , Green (1997) and Holmes (2004) , work took precedence over living together. They had a clear sense of themselves as part of a couple, but also were committed to their own individual careers, and were in heterosexual relationships with partners who were similarly committed. Expectations of geographical mobility were embedded in their relationships and built into their career choices. All of them would rather live with their partner, but found positive aspects to not living together, for themselves and their partner as individuals, and for their relationships, and all hoped to live together again in the future.
8.4
Teresa was, formally at least, the most conventionally coupled interviewee in the research: she was the only interviewee who was married to her current partner, the only one to put only her partner in the inner most circle of her relationship map (every one else had some combination of partner, children and friends in this circle), and she was the only interviewee who expressed distress at not living with her partner. She had been married for six years at the time of the interview, having met Peter in Eastern Europe, in her country of origin. She moved to the UK to be with him, and enrolled on a PhD programme. They lived together for three years, with a gap of a year in the middle when he spent time abroad on sabbatical and she remained in the UK studying for her PhD, until he was offered a job at a prestigious university several hundred miles away. Although he was worried about the impact his moving away might have on their relationship, she insisted that he did so, citing her concern that the relationship would sour if he felt that his development as an individual was hampered because of it:
He was very concerned about moving away from me. But, I was at the end of my Ph.D. and I said to him, 'Look, now is the time to move, because, I am...I'm not in a senior position, it's very easy to get a junior job, and X is a place where you get lots of jobs.' And for him, moving to X University was a very big thing. I mean, everybody wants to work at X University. And... And he, he was quite worried. He was about to turn it down, because he just didn't want to go away. And you know, I just thought, if you stop your career on account of your relationship, Pete, you will resent it, and the relationship is going to go bad. And I must say that it's...it's been really good. It's not as hard as I imagined it would be (white heterosexual woman, 34, Leeds) 8.5 Although they speak on the phone about five times a day and spend most weekends together, and often manage to extend these weekends by a couple of days, living apart was having an emotional cost for Teresa, such that she was unable to sleep in their shared bed whilst he was away. However, she consoled herself with the thought that the situation was temporary, and with her knowledge that Peter was fulfilled in his work.
8.6
Philip, who had also been with his partner for six years at the time of the interview, appeared to be less dramatically affected by living apart from his partner. He was one of only two interviewees who were in relationships who did not place their partner in the innermost circle on their relationship map. He and his partner, Rebecca, had been living together for two years when he was offered a job in a different city and shortly afterwards she was offered a job overseas. Their posts were two year contracts and so their intention was to move back to the same city at the end; but it did not work out like that. His contract was extended by a year, and she was promoted, and at the time of interview their future living arrangements were unresolved. There were positive things about living apart:
[I]t is really nice pleasing yourself and living the way you want, and ...you can live in whatever mess or surroundings you want really. You can cook when you want, you eat what you want, and you don't think… Well, Rebecca's a vegetarian, we would kind of do something together. It is nice being selfish for a while (white heterosexual man, 33, Leeds) 8.7 But, his preference would be to live together again, and his desire to live with his partner had a moral dimension, based on his belief that in living with someone "maybe you develop more as a person, you're more rounded, you think about people more. Instead of tending to just go off on your own tangents, because you're in a kind of isolated job, and your isolated life, you can just do what you damn well please".
8.8
In different ways, then, both Teresa and Philip placed a high value on the couple relationship, and, regretting their non-cohabitation, held to the most conventional models of coupledom amongst the interviewees. Whilst they had chosen to disrupt the normative model of coupledom by choosing to live apart, they hoped to be reunited with their partners in one place at some time in the future.
8.9
In contrast, the other member of this group, a gay man who had been with his partner for thirteen years, told a story of regret that emphasized the lack of choice that he had experienced in his decisions about cohabitation, and in which there was no shared desire to live together in the future. Craig and his partner, who lived an hour away, both had a history of insecure housing, during which they had cohabited for two periods of over a year, when each, in turn, had become homeless. Although the second period of living together in Craig's one-bedroom flat was not easy, Craig had wanted them to continue to cohabit. But they both believed it was necessary for them each to have their own homes because Craig was HIV positive, and they understood that when he died, as he expected to do, the tenancy of his council flat would not pass to his partner. [27] Craig was angry about the homophobia that underlay housing policy, which had made his partner move out. His life had been changed by his HIV+ diagnosis, and then again by the arrival of combination therapy, which meant that he was facing a future that he had all but given up on. He expressed regret that his relationship had not developed in the way that he had wanted, and that his partner now did not want to live with him.
I'm quite disappointed and quite resentful really […] because now that things have changed, I'm feeling that things could have been so different. We could have been buying a house together. And that's not going to happen. Too much water's gone under the bridge. We've lived apart for too long.
[…] But why should he give up the freedom, you know, being able to do as he wants? It's not an ideal situation, really. It's certainly not what I would call a relationship that's like other people (white gay man, 32, Leeds).
8.10
Craig's story highlights the impact of forces beyond the control of an individual, in this case, illness and discriminatory social policy, on the course of a relationship and on decisions not to cohabit, and modulates the emphasis on individual careers and choice in the accounts of the other regretfully apart interviewees.
The Gladly Apart
8.11
At the opposite end of the spectrum of orientation to cohabitation were the eight interviewees who were clear that they would not live with their partner, even if they could. Of these, five lived in the same locality as their partners, two were in long distance relationships, and one lived an hour from her partner. Ranging in age from 29 to 60, this group all lived either alone or, in two cases, with their children, and gave the impression of being settled in their homes and their lives. All but one of them had been with their partners for over a year, three of them had been in their relationship for over four years, of whom two for over ten years. One woman had two children with her non-cohabiting partner of ten years, and another was planning to get pregnant. Their narratives expressed a strong sense of individual agency, and a determination to be in control of their own lives. Whilst their partners were important to them, this group of interviewees shared a more or less explicitly articulated commitment to maintaining separateness from their partners.
8.12
This commitment to separateness within coupledom was often framed in terms of a psychic need for time and space for themselves, in the context of demanding work lives which took up considerable emotional energy. For instance, Brad, a white gay man, who worked in a caring profession and had been with his partner for 18 months at the time of first interview, expressed his desire for time on his own: I think I keep a distance between us really. Because I don't want that, sort of, he would want much more than I would […] And, I don't know really why I keep a distance between us. I really just wanted to have my own, part of my own life.
[…] He would spend all his time with me if he could, and I wanted time on my own. Because I'm used to having that […] I just feel that there are people making demands on me all day and so there are times when I just want to sit and do what I want to do. And just be on my own for a bit, you know. After certain shifts and things, you just want to sit, and so that's another reason I think I've tried to put some distance there (white gay man, 40, Leeds)
The more material issue of control over separate domestic space was also an important consideration for some, such as Helen, who saw themselves as choosing to live apart: I'm so used to having my own space how I like it. And I like that. I don't want... The phrase that I use, I don't want a man messing it up. I don't want to come home to somebody of an evening. I like coming home and going, phew! My space. I don't want the extra frustration of going, these aren't my dishes. I don't want to go, oh there's his stuff on the floor again. Those are the additional things about living together which would disrupt our relationship, and I don't see that we need to have those things (white heterosexual woman, 37, Leeds)
8.13
Helen was not alone in her desire to protect her relationship from cohabitation. Alongside the desire to protect the self, and the space around it, several of this group spoke of wishing simultaneously to protect their relationship, regarding the close, consistent co-presence of cohabitation as potentially risky:
I think I'm very frightened that living together would knacker the relationship in the long term (white heterosexual man, 49, Leeds) 8.14 One interesting outlier in this group was the oldest person interviewed in the research, Iris, who was 60. She shared a home with her elderly father and had been happily involved in a non-residential relationship with her male partner for 17 years. However, it was not her sense of obligation to her father that prevented her from choosing to live with her partner, but her commitment to her work, which she regarded as her priority. She had no regrets about her choice of work over cohabitation and marriage, having enjoyed both her career and her relationship for many years. But, facing the prospect of retirement in the near future, which would mean that she would have more time to devote to her relationship, she was now contemplating marriage and moving in with her partner. Iris's narrative was strikingly different from the other interviewees in its lack to attention to her own needs, and in her belief that her career militated against a properly committed relationship is suggestive of an older normative model of women's employment which posed work against family life.
The Undecidedly Apart
8.15
In contrast to the regretfully apart and the gladly apart, for whom the expression of some degree of agency and choice about not living with their partner was almost universal, the largest group of interviewees who were in couple relationships (11 of 22) had not made an explicit decision about whether to cohabit or not. For this group, coupledom took a less strategic, thought-out and negotiated form than is suggested by Levin's research. For the two people in this group -a gay man and a heterosexual man -who were in long distance relationships and who had been involved with their partners for two and a half and four years respectively, cohabitation was not on the agenda. In part, their embeddedness in work and social relations in Leeds meant that they had not considered cohabitation as a serious possibility, but it was not just this. Both seemed to be very attached to their partners, emotionally and sexually, and greatly valued the time they spent together, but this did not create any impetus to consider living together. Their relationships were not constructed within a framework in which living together was something about which to decide.
8.16
The rest of the group, however, were, with one exception, all in local relationships, so it was not work or previously established lives in different places that were keeping these couples apart. Rather, their noncohabitation was tied up with their broader orientations towards their relationships, which were more contingent and less settled. Eight had been involved with their current partner for less than a year and one for two years. Amongst this sub-group, most expressed some degree of ambivalence about their current relationship. At one end of the continuum, three interviewees framed their non-cohabitation in terms of "not being ready yet" because they were not completely sure about the relationship, but were working with an assumption that they might cohabit in the future. Sid was the clearest of these that cohabitation was his direction of travel, and he was the only interviewee in the study who saw himself as being in the precohabitation phase of his relationship: Q: So with Erica the dynamic right now is separate living spaces? Sid: Yeah. And I think it's nice to have two places to stop at as well, and you still get a bit of your own space. I think part of it's commitment. I'm willing to do it, but I'm happy where I am, and also there's a monetary thing, in that there's quite a lot of things I want to do this year, such as a holiday and things,. And I wouldn't want to have to move, cos obviously there's a lot of added expense. And that's why I'd like to leave it longer, to make sure I'm 100% sure. I'm sort of like 98% sure now, but it's that extra couple of percent before I throw myself in the deep end. I think about things too much, rather than just doing it, you know. That's my problem [laughs] . Q: So what do you think will happen in the future then with that living arrangement? Sid: I could definitely see us living together next year. (white heterosexual man, 36, Leeds)
8.17
At the other end of the continuum, however, were those who had real doubts about their relationship, and did not entertain, therefore, the possibility of cohabitation with their current partner. Margaret, for instance, who describes her relationship with Bob as "a calm easy going set up", says:
I'm so aware that we are at different stages […] . It could be the parting of the ways in a few months. We're talking about it. It will be sad because we do get on well, and we are able to be quite calm together. We don't have many highs and lows. We are fairly steady [laughter], but sometimes I think it doesn't add up to much. And sometimes I think, no, that's quite healthy, in its own way, you know. We're both looking for things, rather than finding them, at the moment. We're not actually in positions that we want to really be in long term, and I think that gives us a good friendship in a way too -sort of empathy -and it means we are able to talk about ourselves as individuals and our paths rather than feeling that it's got to be us together. We don't live together (white heterosexual woman, 49, Hebden Bridge).
Indeed, at the time of interview, Margaret was actively considering the possibility of moving abroad to live with another man.
8.18
Somewhere between Sid's 98% certainty that he would cohabit with his partner and Margaret's prediction that she would split up with hers, were most of the other undecidedly apart, who were just living in the present, with no plans to consider cohabitation.
8.19
In common with some of the gladly apart, all of the undecidedly apart interviewees, even those who thought they might live together in the future, shared a wariness about cohabitation. They spoke of the riskiness of living together, and some were quite clear that they were scared of it. Almost universally, they identified the source of their anxiety in their experiences of the ending in a previous relationship, in which they had been hurt or had lost their home. Past relationships had left emotional legacies of mistrust and risk aversion which impacted upon current relationships and the sense of future possibilities. Many of them showed a high degree of self-reflexivity in discussing how this impacted upon their current relationship, and made them determined to try to avoid this happening again. For instance, Sid explained his need to wait until he was "100% sure" as follows:
I think I'm frightened of being hurt, whereas she's willing to just go with it and see what happens. We do love each other and she realised she loved me quite a bit before I realised it with her. But then, that's from my past experience.
8.20
And Margaret, who had not lived with anyone for 28 years, described her "carefulness":
Since my marriage split up, I think I'm very careful about going the full hilt in a relationship, about going "OK, I will take on you and us completely", you know.
8.21
Practical and material concerns about housing security were particularly productive of a degree of caution about cohabitation. Tim was ambivalent about living with his partner, torn between the desire to do so, and the fear of losing his home:
I probably would move in with her, but, I don't want to because -I'm a bit wary about relationships. I think she is as well, because she's had like bad relationships in the past. So, there is all that love there and it's from her as well. We have spoken about it, and there's enough love to actually probably move in together and cohabit but I'm scared […] I am totally committed to her, but it'd be me moving in with her and I've got my flat and I don't -if something did happen you know I'd just be starting off from scratch again and so well that's basically why I don't live with her (white heterosexual man, 26, Hebden Bridge).
8.22
And for LJ, "not rushing anything" ("anything" being living together) with her partner was related to her worry that she would lose control of her home:
It took me a long time to get out of my marriage and sort everything out. So this is my home, and it's taken me a long time to get this, and I'm wary about anybody else having any kind of claim on my home (white lesbian, 40, Hebden Bridge).
Individual and Relational Contexts in Understanding Orientations to (Non)Cohabitation
9.1 As we have seen, across the dataset the coupled interviewees spoke of their non-cohabitation primarily in terms of their own personal needs and desires, both emotional/ psychic and practical/ material, and/ or with reference to the current state of their sexual/love relationship. Many also cited the impact of their experiences of past relationships. In other words, orientations towards (non) cohabitation were expressed in terms of either an individual logic or a relational logic, or, most commonly, both.
9.2 However, the stories that interviewees told about their non-cohabitating relationships must also be understood within the broader context of the interview, which focused on a range of other relationships in addition to sexual/ love relationships -relationships with family, friends, neighbours and work colleagues. Particularly important here was that the wider narratives offered by interviewees spoke of a significant decentring of the sexual/ love relationship within their personal lives, and a centring instead on friendship (see Roseneil and Budgeon, 2004) . There was a pronounced tendency, amongst both interviewees who were involved in sexual/love relationships and those who were not, to de-prioritize sexual/ love relationships and to place far more importance on friendship than conventional relationship mores dictate. Against the dominant heteronormative emphasis on finding and keeping a life-long conjugal partner, there was a widespread belief that such relationships are increasingly rare, and that a happier, more secure life is to be created by investing time and energy in maintaining friendships. This disinvesting in potentially risky sexual/love relationships and the prioritizing of friendships, which interviewees tended to regard as more stable and reliable, is an important part of the relational context within which lives were lived outside cohabiting relationships.
9.3
The significance of children in the formation of interviewees' orientations towards cohabitation must also be considered. Others who have researched LAT relationships (Levin, 2004) , the re-partnering decisions of the divorced (Smart and Neale, 2003) , and step-families (Ribbens McCarthy, Edwards and Gillies, 2003) have all highlighted the way in which the needs of children are given priority by many, if not most, parents when facing decisions about cohabiting with a partner. In this study, however, of the thirteen interviewees who had children under 18 living with them, only three were in non-cohabiting couple relationships; nine were single, and one was in a casual partnership. I explore elsewhere (Roseneil, 2007) the significance of children in the personal lives of the interviewees. Suffice to say that the presence of children was an important factor in most interviewees' orientations towards sexual/love relationships, but this was particularly the case for those who were single. The presence of children was identified by single interviewees as giving rise to a considerable degree of caution about such relationships, and particularly about the prospect of cohabiting with a partner. But only one of the three coupled parents placed any significant emphasis on the role played by their children in their relationship decisions and orientations.
9.4
For the undecidedly apart parent, LJ, a white lesbian from Hebden Bridge (mentioned above), it was her concern about the security of her home rather than expressly that of her children that was a consideration in thinking about cohabitation. And one of the gladly apart parents, Kelly, a black heterosexual woman from Leeds, who had never lived with her partner (the father of her children), spoke of her desire to live separately in terms of her need for her independence. Cohabitation had never been on the agenda and she did not suggest that her children were relevant to her feelings about cohabitation. The one coupled parent for whom children were more clearly a factor in her orientation toward cohabitation was Carol, a white heterosexual woman from Barnsley. But even she did not frame her story solely in terms of her children; her own needs were also important. She had moved in with her partner on leaving her husband, but moved out again as soon as she was able to buy a small house for herself and her daughters, who were unhappy living with her "Jekyll and Hyde" like new partner. She saw his volatile temper and ongoing mental health problems having negative effects on both herself and her children. She was perhaps relieved rather than glad to be living apart from her partner at the time of the first interview, and expressed her desire to end the relationship with him in the near future. By the second interview she had done this, and had embarked on a new relationship, with a man with whom she felt she might one day like to live, once all their children had left home. In the meantime, she was positive about many aspects of her non-residential relationship.
Concluding Comments
10.1
The people interviewed in this research pose a challenge to the assumption, shared by much of sociology, social research and public culture, that not living with a partner means being single, and that entry into cohabiting coupledom is the expectation and aim of almost everyone. Across differences of socio-economic class, gender and sexuality, and with only a few exceptions, cohabitation was not constructed as an unequivocally desired goal by the coupled interviewees. Every one of them, even those who were regretfully apart, was positive about some aspects of not living with their partner, and almost all regarded a non-residential relationship as a valid way of living in its own right, not as a stepping stone on the journey towards a "proper" relationship.
10.2
Underlying these orientations was a widespread and profound ambivalence about the cohabiting couple form. Many of the interviewees' sexual/ love relationships were being conducted outside a paradigm of "settling", and were very much works in progress -understood and accepted as contingent, unresolved and fluid. I am aware here that this description has resonance with Giddens' (1992) notion of the "pure relationship" and Bauman's (2003) metaphor of "liquid love". Whilst I have been critical elsewhere of what I have called the "patriarchal pessimism" (Roseneil, 2004 ) of Bauman's account of contemporary intimate life, with its nostalgia for bygone days of stable families and secure communities, the processual, undecided character of many of the non-residential relationships in this study cannot be ignored. That said, there was also a considerable minority of interviewees who were in long-term, settled relationships, and who were also challenging the assumed contiguity of coupledom and cohabitation.
10.3Although based on a small sample, this intensive study of the practices and values of people who are not living with a partner offers new insight into the ways in which coupledom is being re-worked and intimacy transformed in contemporary Britain. It provides evidence of a new orientation towards sexual/love relationships emerging amongst a particular, but growing, sector of the population, and suggests that both more empirical research and new theorizing of the relationship between partnership and household would be timely.
Notes
1 These figures refer to all persons in the population, not just adults.
2 These figures are the sum of statistics relating to households of one person, two or more unrelated adults and lone parents. http://www.statistics.gov.uk/downloads/theme_compendia/ GHS04/GHS04_3Householdsfamiliesandpeople.xls 3 This is percentage of all people in the population (unweighted sample of 20,000+). 4 It should be noted that whilst GHS statistics relating to cohabiting couples contain a small number of cohabiting same-sex couples from 1996 onwards, it is highly likely that these are under-counted, and that many same-sex couples appear in the statistics as "unrelated adults". 5 Whilst analyses of longitudinal data such as BHPS (by Wassoff et al, 2005) and the ONS Longitudinal Study (by Chandler et al, 2004) show that individuals move in and out of living alone, sociologists working with these data emphasize different dimensions of their findings. Wassoff et al (2005:221) stress that transitions in and out of solo living are about twice as common as living alone permanently, with only 30% of the 23% of people (aged between 30 and 74) who have lived alone at some point between 1991 and 2001 living alone throughout the period 1991-2001, compared with 70% of this group who had moved into or out of solo living. In other words, only 7% of the cohort lived alone for the whole period. In contrast Chandler et al's (2004) analysis highlights that as well as living alone becoming more common, younger cohorts are more likely to live alone at some stage than older cohorts, and are more likely to live alone for long periods of time. They conclude that once a person lives alone they are more likely to continue to live alone than in any other arrangement (2004:6.1).
research. Haskey (2005) argues that using the word "partner" and "regular", as is done by ONS in the 2002-3 Omnibus Survey, is intended and received as suggesting a sexual relationship. The 2001 Canadian General Social Survey is even more coy, asking "Are you in an intimate relationship with someone who lives in a separate household?" (Milan and Peters, 2003:3) . 26 One interviewee was involved with two people, one of whom lived locally and the other overseas. 27 It was only in 1999 that the House of Lords ruled that same-sex partners should be treated as family and should have the right to succeed to a tenancy. The 2005 Civil Partnership Act served to formally equalize the housing rights of registered civil partners with those of married couples, and those of same-sex couples living together as if they were civil partners with those of unmarried opposite-sex cohabitants.
